June 18, 2007

Shared Services effort At XXb

A

XXa = Parent Company Business Unit a XXb = Company XX Business Unit k

/03 B "1 1T AAl 30DDI OO 4AAI .7




Shared Services Overview

A Make up of Shared Services @ XXb
Virtualization
Farming
Process/Procedure/People
A Technology of Shared Services By:
Vendor
Concepts
A Experience Summary
Lessons Learned
Future Direction




Make up of Shared Services

(virtualization)

Virtualization 1s a subset of Shared Services and th
definition used at XXb Is that of creation of
logical OS zones/instances on a physical assets

A Virtual OS instance categorized by the : : :
sharing of storage, cpu, memory and I/O Virtual A3P|lcatl0n Farm

subsystems

A The only differentiation is in the manner
of hosting of these virtual OS instances
fShared OS Stack
ASUN Containers
A_lp OpenVMS Storage CPU Memory  Network/IO
Andependent OS Stack/Hypervisor o S
AMC VMWare, HP vPar, Xen
ABM IPar, SUN Ldom

Independent OS
Instance
Independent OS
Instance
Independent OS
Instance
Independent OS
Instance
Independent OS
Instance
Independent OS
Instance

Independent OS
Instance




Make up of Shared Services

(virtualization cont.)

A Reasons to Virtualization
Reduce Server Sprawl, Infrastructure Costs
Reduction in Physical Footprint
Optimization of Physical Server Utilization
Ease of Compute Provisioning

A Dangers of Virtualization
OS Sprawl and Mgmt Cost Associated

Unknown Licensing Practices by SW Vendors and
Associated Costs

Non Existent & Immature Chargeback, Reporting
Practices



Make up of Shared Services

(reasons and evolution at XXb)

A Reasons and Evolution of Shared Services Effort

Cost Savings Effort Due to Bankruptcy

Standardization and Centralization of Support and
Infrastructure Organizations

A Evolution

|dentification of LowHanging Fruit

SOA Approach to HW Infrastructure ldentified as Correct
Approach
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VMWare (Linux, Windows 2003 virtual instances)




Make up of Shared Services

(soa concept for hw infrastructure)

A Farm Monolithic
Functionalities into
Single OS Images

DB Farms
Web Farms

A Virtualize OS for
Applications
OS-Dependency

Smaller Footprint Once
Farming Aspect Applied
More Value

Standardized Provisioning,

Monitoring, Utility Mgmt Tools
and OPS Teams

Diakass Sem;;zt[: Ie)talls il Application Services Details (Midrange/Wintel)
Storage Services Details
Overall Direction: By extracting application needs from DB

2 needs, we will be able to leverage cost-savings incurred by  Overall Direction: By consolidating

needs from DB needs, we will be able to e ot h only application functionality will be placedon o SAN based storage, storage

S S0 ol u}curred by DBs that expensive, service-oriented, proprietary OS. Thiswill  utilization efficiency will increase by
run on Linux, create highly scalable and 5y s to keep mission critical applications at the high

high performance DB grids, provide on- loveliof 1t that comes with proprietary 05
demand access to different customers and/ ot i Plopriety O

or applications

Overall Direction: By extracting application

>50% resulting in large cost
savings. Charge-back model will
enforce departmental fiscal
responsibility. Heavy emphasis on
storage tiering and correct
assessment of storage performance

requirements




i Make up of Shared Services

(vendor choices on virtualization)

Shared OS Stack Dependency gg/elPl)?Sgrevri]stol_rIOSt

A HP vPar A HP VM

A SUN Containers A SUN LDOMs
A EMC ESX VMWare

A HP OpenVMS A Open Source Xen
A MS Virtual Server A IBM Micro Partitioning
/A Bigger Savings Potential i\ ;ice_nsing Cost Can eat into
avings

& pllcal'on_ qe el ~ Less Discipline Demand on
lore Disciplir

Application Owne




Virtualized/Farmed/Silo Cost Analysis

A Farmed/Virtualized
and Silo Cost Analysis

A Left Example Depicts
Cost Analysis of
Farmed vs. Virtual vs.
Silo Approach

A Analysis Critical to
DecisiornMaking

A Virtualization Approach
as a Blanket Approach
Is not Cost Effective

/. Farmed and Virtualized
Approached Needs to




